June 10, 1981 

Dear Harold, 

Well, Blakey really told you off, didn't he! 

But seriously, I'm glad to see that Lardner is back on the FOIA 
beat, and writing about the case again. And it's nice to see Mark Allen 
getting some recognition. 

Thanks for all your letters and documents. Here is the material 
requested in your letter of 4/4. (20 pp.) I'll get to the items 

requested in your 6/1 soon. 

In your 4/4 letter, you asked for the 60 Minutes item on the HSC. 

- still don t have this; Mark Allen does, and has said he would ssnt: send it. 

You asked if CIA #450 is what you used in the reprint edition in 
of Photo Whitewash. I think so (based on what someone said to me), but 
I m not sure , since I don t have that edition of PW. If you have an extra 
copy lying around, I would like to have it. 

Re my comments on Wrone, and your response; there are so many flaws in 
what the HSC did that I think a historian, like Wrone, ought to be able to 

together the big picture wxthexx and do a glass good historical critique, 
and jssi not just berate them mercilessly for some of the many things they 
did not do. Since their reconstruction iss leaves room for ssi one totally 
wild shot, the Tague evidence is less telling as criticism than any number of 
things I could mention. I would certainly agree with wxantK Wrone khs that 
the FOIA work you and Jim are doing is extremely important, but his problem 
is that he belittles the work of almost all the other critics in a way that 
you would never do. I've never heard you suggest that as a matter of principle 
FOIA work and document research is the only path to the truth. 

I guess what irritated me about Wrone is that he he was quite sloppy about 
details, both in his introductory a material and in the listings, which had 
many omissions and errors. I guess I would be more forgiving if they weren't 
charging $37.50 for the book, which is preposterous. 

Reurtel 4/20, to me and Mark, urfile Oswald-Passports : you sent s me 
a few pages from a State Dept, report. This is all CE 950 ; the pages you 
sent are 18 H 256, 266-7, and 284. 

You sent me MX NO 89-69-4713, re the shipping of the NO files to FBIHQ 
in August 1978. Interesting; if I had the time and the access I would enjoy 
going through the NO files. Do you know if the HSC ever did? I rather doubt 
they did anything like a proper review. 

Your 6/1: I would assume that in 1964 Thomley was a reliable witness 

to his contacts with Oswald in the Marines. Am I wrong? 

There's basically nothing in the B&B book about the mysterious Latin, 

I think. However, when I talked to Blakey personally, he put quite a bit 
of weight on this. Here's the reference from pp. 166-7 of the book: 

"... we were getting indications of an Oswald connection tM with anti-Castro 
activists, who had the motive and means to plot the assassinations. 

Additionally, not all & of the evidence was circumstantial. There was, for 
example, a news photo of Oswald, as he was passing out [FPCC] isas literature 
on August 16, 1963 ... assisted by a Latin-looking young man, quite likely a 

Cuban, who has never been identified we realized, in light of undeniable 

evidence of a second gunman in Dealey Plaza, that his association with Oswald 
in a political activity may well have had sinster significance.... we asked 
ourselves: Did the Trade Mart photograph represent valid evidence that in 

August 1963, in New Orleans, an Oswald association had been established that 
would lead ultimately to the events in November in Dallas?" 

I didn't intend to ridicule the Clinton witnesses. I don't have a firm 
position on their validity, but I do have a firm position critical of what He 
the HSC did: they were heard in executive session and the transcript was withheld, 
despite the fact that, by all accounts, their demeanor was a significant faxst: 
factor in evaluating them; also, the report w dodged a serious factual issue — 
the part of their testimony that puts Clay Shaw at the scene. Can ha we find 
them sincere and accurate without concluding that Garrison's allegation of a 
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Shaw-Oswald— Ferrie link was valid? If Sak Shaw was there, what does it mean? 
If he wasn't what does ia that say about the quality of the witnesses? 

Maybe there is a good answer, but there is no excuse for the HSC's simply 
concluding that the witnesses saw Oswald and Ferrie "if not Clay Shaw." 

You asked about the Liebeler memo being in the JD files you have . 

You should have it. It is on p. 30 of the 124-page list, as item #8 in 
section 14 of JD file 129-11. Fred isn't getting the whole file; he just 
asked for that one item. 


With best regards. 






